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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-7 are presented for examination; claim 1 independent. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The Office has considered the amendments to the claims. The rejection under 
this heading has been withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eryurek et al. (USPN 6,839,660) (hereinafter Eryurek). 

4. Referring to claim 1 , Eryurek discloses a device diagnosis system, comprising: 

a database server (i.e. diagnostics unit 44) for acquiring and centrally managing 
diagnostic data on a plurality of devices (the Office construes "plurality of devices" as a 
plurality of sensors collecting differing data regarding various devices) to which different 
types of diagnostic software are applied (col. 4, lines 10-40); 
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a client (i.e. service provider site computer 74) connected to said database 
server via a network (col. 6, lines 25-27), comprising: 

a diagnosis execution unit for executing said diagnostic software 
according to the diagnostic data (i.e. differing types of diagnostic software is applied to 
the raw data) (col. 6, lines 30-35); and 

a human-machine interface for communicating with the database server 
and said diagnosis execution unit (col. 6, lines 45-50). 

Eryurek does not specifically disclose storing the diagnosis results generated by 
the diagnostic software on the database server, however does disclose that the 
diagnosis unit is able to run diagnostic software and store results on the unit (col. 5, 
lines 35-50) and that the service computer 74 can periodically verify and expand on the 
conditions detected by the diagnosis unit (col. 6, lines 45-50) and the service computer 
can send information to the host computer regarding the detected conditions of the 
machines (col. 6, lines 35-40). One of ordinary skill in the art would understand the 
benefit of storing the results on the diagnosis server in order to provide efficient logging 
of the results provided by the service provider computer, thereby ensuring that all the 
pertinent data is stored in one place, easily available for auditing or for review. 

5. Referring to claim 2, Eryurek discloses a common interface to execute the 
diagnostic software (i.e. the service computer 74 executes the diagnostic software) (col. 

6, lines 30-35). 
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6. Claim 3 is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. Furthermore the Office 
construes a "work area" as any data which can store diagnosis results. 

7. Referring to claim 4, Eryurek discloses the server obtaining diagnostic data from 
devices under diagnosis through an external tool (i.e. sensors). Eryurek does not 
explicitly disclose obtaining diagnostic data from direct user input, however it is well 
known for technicians to provide observation data as an entry for diagnostic purposes. 
By this rationale, "Official Notice" is taken that both the concepts and advantages of 
providing for direct user input as a means for obtaining diagnostic data is well known 
and expected in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the system of Eryurek to include direct user input as part of the diagnostic data 
in order to account for variables which cannot be easily measured by sensors, thereby 
providing even more data for which to make a diagnosis. 

8. Referring to claims 5 and 6, Eryurek disclsoes the invention substantively as 
described in claim 1. Eryurek furthermore discloses performing a plurality of diagnostic 
software programs on the data (col. 6, lines 25-36). Eryurek does not explicitly disclose 
the software screens used to monitor the routines, as well as a diagnostic control unit 
for providing screens specific to the diagnostic software and a common control unit for 
providing screens common to all the diagnostic software, however this is a well known 
software program architecture in order to allow a user to modify values common to all 
routines and to modify values specific to a particular routine. By this rationale, "Official 
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Notice" is taken that both the concepts and advantages of providing for monitoring the 
diagnostic software, as well as providing screens specific to routines as well as common 
to all routines is well known and expected in the art. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of Eryurek to include monitoring 
screens as well as a diagnostic control unit for providing screens specific to the 
diagnostic software and a common control unit for providing screens common to all the 
diagnostic software in order to tailor the diagnostic programs run by the service 
computer 74 to the operating conditions of the particular site (i.e. which devices does 
the data pertain to, how many of each, what particular sensors are utilized, etc.). 

9. Referring to claim 7, Eryurek discloses the use of an external network (i.e. 
internet) (col. 6, lines 25-26). 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Joseph E. Avellino, Examiner 
July 3, 2007 




